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Introduction

It is common knowledge that simplified characters, the characters used predominantly in
Mainland China, have fewer strokes than traditional characters, which used to be the
standard way of writing characters in Mainland China and still are in Taiwan and Hong
Kong. After all, reducing the number of strokes in characters was one of the primary
methods of simplification used in the Mainland Chinese simplification programme. And
yet, careful examination of Taiwanese traditional and Mainland simplified characters
reveals a paradox: there are traditional characters that have fewer strokes than the

simplified forms of those same characters.

This paradox is the topic of this thesis. I will begin this thesis by discussing the history of
character reform and simplification, in order to understand the historical context of the
Mainland Chinese simplification programme and the modern debates on orthographic
standards and character development. In chapter 2, I will present my methodology for
finding characters that meet the criterion of inclusion in this study, namely that their
Taiwanese traditional forms consist of fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified
forms, and list all the forms that meet this criterion with brief descriptions. In chapter 3,
I will discuss what has caused the characters listed in chapter 2 to have fewer strokes in
their Taiwanese traditional forms than in their equivalent simplified forms, and analyze

the orthographic principles that dictate their forms and stroke counts.

This thesis will show that there are several dozen such characters, making up about
0.5% of all common characters, which can be divided into three categories, namely
Taiwanese traditional characters that have fewer strokes than their equivalent Mainland
simplified forms due to: 1) stroke contraction, 2) consistently applied component
substitution, and 3) their elimination from the Mainland Chinese orthographic standard in
favour of character forms with more strokes of which the Mainland Chinese script
authorities considered them to be variant forms. The standards on character writing that

determine the relevance of these characters to this study can be found either in the



Taiwanese Gudzi Bidozhiin Ziti Yanding Yudnzé B FE e FEHETIE I, or in the
Mainland Chinese Di YT Pi Yitizi Zhé&ngli Bido & —3lt F{AF#EIE R, and characters in all of

these categories can be found in sources that predate the Mainland-Taiwanese split in

character-writing standards.

In this thesis, I will generally use the terms ‘simplification’ and ‘simplified’ in the way in
which it has been used by those who carried out the reform of Chinese characters in
Mainland China after 1949, so that ‘simplification’ is used to mean the reduction of the
number of strokes in a character or the replacement of a character with another
character that has the same pronunciation, thereby reducing the number of characters in
use.! In reality, these are two different types of simplification, since the former simplifies
at the level of the individual graph, whereas the latter simplifies at the level of the
writing system as a whole. Simplifications at the level of the individual graph can cause
complications at the level of the system as a whole, and vice versa. Thus, whether or not
the act of reducing the number of strokes in a character or reducing the number of
characters in use should be considered a simplification is itself debatable. By attaching
more meanings to a character, as is the case when a character is replaced by a
homophonous character that already has a meaning of its own, it may become harder to
understand the intended meaning of the character in a specific context, in effect also
making the character harder to read correctly.? While reducing the number of characters
in use is one of the causes for characters to be relevant to this study, the focus of this
thesis lies at the level of the individual graph. As for reducing the number of strokes in a

character, some scholars have argued that it causes more characters to look alike,

1 Chen, Ping. Modern Chinese: History and Sociolinguistics, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, p.
157.

Handel, Zev. Can a Logographic Script be Simplified? Lessons from the 20th Century Chinese Writing Reform
Informed by Recent Psycholinguistic Research, in: Scripta, Volume 5, 2013, p. 40.

2 |bid. pp. 40-41.



making them harder to distinguish and thus harder to read.3 A more fundamental

problem with equating stroke reduction to simplification is that:

“using stroke number as the metric by which to judge the efficacy of simplification
[...] is based on a fundamental misjudgment about Chinese characters: namely,
that the stroke is the basic cognitive unit by which script users learn and

remember characters.”

A character or a character component with more strokes is not automatically more
difficult to learn or to remember than a character component with fewer strokes, so
stroke reduction does not automatically make a character or a component simpler. At the
heart of these criticisms of simplification lies the difference in ease of use of characters
between the writer and the reader: making a character simpler to write can make it
harder to read, so that the term simplification may be applicable to the process of writing

a character, but not necessarily to its reading.

Furthermore, the way in which the term ‘simplification’ is used in this study is not the
only way in which it can be used, for any change made to a character that the one who
initiates the change considers to make the character simpler can be deemed a
simplification. For example, changes to establish a perfect correspondence between
phonetic elements in characters and their pronunciation can be considered

simplifications.

In this study, I will use the term ‘pre-simplified traditional’ to refer to the standard
characters that were used across the Sinosphere up until the Mainland Chinese

simplification programme of the second half of the twentieth century. Conversely, I will

3 Chen. pp. 158, 160.
4 Handel. p. 41.



use ‘Taiwanese traditional’ to refer to the standard characters that are presently used in

Taiwan.

Finally, by ‘relevant characters’ I will mean all of the characters that have fewer strokes
in their standard contemporary Taiwanese traditional forms than in their equivalent
Mainland simplified forms, and therefore meet the criterion of inclusion in this study,
regardless of whether this situation has arisen due to changes on the Taiwanese side or

on the Mainland side.



1. History of Chinese Character Reform and Simplification

The Chinese writing system is one of the oldest writing systems in the world, and one of
only a few thought to have been conceived independently from any other writing system.
It has been in continuous use for thousands of years, making it the oldest writing system
still in use. Naturally, over the course of its history the Chinese script has changed in its
graphical appearance, and standards have arisen, been set, and been changed. In this
chapter, I will discuss the key orthographic reforms and simplifications that affected the
Chinese script over the course of its history, from the earliest detectable changes to the

Mainland Chinese simplification drive of the 1950s and onwards.

Two currents have been and continue to be at work in this process of orthographic
change; first, top-down, centralized efforts by political and intellectual authorities to
dictate how characters are correctly written, and thus also how characters are incorrectly
written; second, bottom-up, decentralized writing practices developed over time and
across China, often unconsciously, by ordinary script users who may have learned non-
standard character forms, who may inadvertently create new character forms, and who
may knowingly choose to use non-standard forms for ease of writing. This chapter will
show that these two currents are not necessarily opposed to each other, but often

interact with each other and follow each other towards the same end point.

The history of Chinese characters may at first seem like a clean trajectory of progress
from non-standardized character forms with high stroke counts to standardized character
forms with lower stroke counts, but this is an oversimplification. This chapter will show
that the history of script reform is not just one of logical and widely observed
simplifications, but also one of abandoned reforms, complications, inconsistencies, and

recurring debates.

Moreover, character reform is not and was not a purely technical process, but has been

at least in part ideologically motivated for at least as long as we know the motivations of



those who sought to reform the script. Thus, in order to properly understand the actions
of script reformers, it is necessary to understand their goals and the ideological context

and considerations that motivated them.

Early Changes
The oldest surviving undisputed Chinese characters date to the Shang dynasty (c. 1600
BCE - c. 1046 BCE), and the first changes to characters that could be considered a form
of character simplification happened during this period. For example, pictographic
characters representing animals that during the earlier periods of Shang writing were
conventionally written with two strokes to represent the animal’s torso, during the later
periods of Shang writing were conventionally written with one stroke to represent the

animal’s torso.> A couple of examples of such characters can be found in table 1 below.

Traditional form Two-stroke-torso form One-stroke-torso form

/\\‘;

‘horse’

‘ ¥ jo
& *

Table 1. Two examples of Oracle Bone animal characters with torsos depicted with one
and two strokes®

We should not apply the modern concept of character simplification onto the Shang
writing system, since we know very little of the motivations of the Shang in making
changes to their script, and since the changes that were made to characters during the
Shang dynasty were not unidirectional towards fewer strokes. Instead, Shang writing
included characters that came to be written more elaborately during the later periods of
the Shang dynasty.” That being said, in choosing to write certain pictographic characters

with fewer strokes, the Shang scribes chose to sacrifice a degree of semantic value, in

5 Keightley, David. Sources of Shang History: The Oracle-Bone Inscriptions of Bronze Age China, Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1985, p. 109.

5 lbid. p. 218.

7 Ibid. pp. 109-110.



this case derived from pictography, for the sake of increasing the ease of writing through
abbreviation. This development mirrors the character simplifications of later eras,
wherein character components that provided the reader with information about the
meaning or pronunciation of the character were sometimes eliminated or replaced with
components that do not convey the same level of information in order to abbreviate the

character.

The Qin Reforms
The most substantial deliberate reform of Chinese characters that has been recorded
before the simplifications of the 20 century was carried out during the Qin dynasty (221

BCE - 206 BCE), under the first emperor of China, Qin Shi Hudng X182 (259 BCE - 210

BCE), as part of the Qin’s wide ranging efforts towards standardization and centralization.
After unifying the last of the independent states of the Warring States period (453 BCE -

221 BCE) under his rule, Qin Shi Huang ordered the standardization of the various

regional character variants of the official seal script (zhuanwén ££32).8 In addition to the

standardization of seal script characters, the style of writing known as the clerical script

(lishd %#J&) was developed by the Qin, building on preexisting writing practices.® On the

shift from seal script to clerical script, Qi Xigui 38§55 writes:

“Insofar as the evolution of the forms and the styles of Chinese characters is
concerned, the transformation of the seal script forms into clerical script forms
was the most important change of all. This transformation caused the appearance
of Chinese characters to undergo immense changes and had a profound effect on

their structure as well [...].”10

8 Qiu Xigui 3245 . Chinese Writing, Berkeley: Society for the Study of Early China: Institute of East Asian
Studies, University of California, 2000, p. 98.

% |bid. pp. 103-104.

10 |pid. p. 126.



Qiu gives the five main ways in which seal script forms were transformed into clerical
script forms as follows: 1) decomposition of seal-style script, converting curved lines into
straight lines, 2) contractions, 3) omissions, 4) distortion of character components, and
5) convergence of character components. Examples of these five types of transformation
are given in table 2. In some instances, these transformations can be considered
simplifications because they reduce the number of strokes or components in a character,
or because they reduce the number of distinct character components in use. In other
instances the opposite is true, for the distortion of character components increased the

number of graphically distinct components.

Type of transformation | Seal script form | Clerical script form | Explanation

Decomposition,
converting curved
lines into straight lines

The curved central
stroke representing a
kneeling figure is
changed into a
straight stroke (and
the character is
partially rotated)

Contraction

The two arms are
merged into’™—’, the
torso and the left leg
are merged into ')’

Omission

Two of the three ‘H’

components are
omitted

Distortion of character
components

A

ndependent form

AX

left-component

Some components
take on (multiple)
different forms when
used as components
compared to when
used as independent
characters

Convergence of
character components

m)ﬂ-—%-g

Multiple distinct
components are
replaced by a single

@
component: jé% and 4

become 7_%

Table 2. Examples of types of transformation from seal script forms to clerical script
forms!

11 |bid. pp. 127-130.

10



While the traditional view of the Qin reforms is that they were carried out rigorously and
that the new standards were quickly adopted, the original writings from around the time
of the reforms show that the change in orthography was much more gradual than this
narrative suggests, with the creation of the clerical script predating the Qin unification of
China and character variants continuing to be used widely after the reforms.!? In fact,
Imre Galambos has argued that “the changes were the result of a gradual historical
process that began before the establishment of the Qin dynasty and lasted far into the
Han, possibly even longer.”!3 If preexisting writing habits contributed most of the source
material for the reform and old character variants continued to be commonly used for
many years after the reform was initiated, then that suggests that the Qin script reform
was less a heavy-handed, top-down enforcement of newly created character standards,

than the product of a gradual, evolutionary process with a significant bottom-up element.

Medieval and Early Modern Writing Practices
Much of what we know about medieval Chinese writing practices comes from the
manuscripts found at the turn of the 20%" century at Dunhuang, a monastery town on the
Silk Road that flourished during the Tang dynasty (618 CE - 907 CE). In this large and
diverse corpus of mostly handwritten texts, variant character forms are extremely
common, displaying the flexibility of orthographic standards and practices at that time
and place. Many of these variant character forms have continued to be used in Chinese
handwriting since that time, and in some cases the view on which character variant was
the standard or preferred form has changed over time.'* Those character variants that
have fewer strokes than what was or what became the standard or preferred character

form, and that could thus be seen by comparison as abbreviated or simplified character

12 Galambos, Imre. The Myth of the Qin Unification of Writing in Han Sources, Acta Orientalia Academiae
Scientiarum Hungaricae, 57(2), 2004, pp. 181, 189, 192.

13 Ibid. p. 192.

14 Galambos, Imre. Popular Character Forms (Suzi) and Semantic Compound (Hulyi) Characters in Medieval
Chinese Manuscripts, in Journal of the American Oriental Society 131.3, 2011, pp. 399-400.

11



forms (see examples in table 3 below), constituted an important source for the
simplifications that were instituted in Mainland China in the second half of the 20t

century, which will be discussed in more detail later on in this chapter.

Manuscript Contemporary Traditional form Pinyin
character simplified form

5 5 B
2] = e

Table 3. A few examples of character variants in Dunhuang manuscripts that are now the
standard simplified forms*>

fadyy
<
c

/

X
®

Attempts at character reform did not always achieve a permanent change to the

orthographic standard. Wi zétian B HI|K (624 CE - 705 CE), China’s only female

emperor, whose reign interrupted the Tang dynasty from 690 CE to 705 CE, propagated
several new character forms that replaced a small number of common characters (see

table 4). The exact number of such characters is sometimes disputed, but according to

Shi Anchang JifE % & there were eighteen.® While some of these new characters had

fewer strokes than the characters that they were intended to replace, others had more,
since the reform was not carried out to simplify characters for ease of remembrance or
writing, but for “ritual and spiritual considerations”.!” Although Dunhuang manuscripts

dating to WU's reign show that these new characters were used, though not necessarily

15 These examples are taken from a manuscript known as the Tdng Tdizéng Ru Ming Ji FERKSE AEELD (Tang
Taizong in Hell), Dunhuang International Project Online Database, accession number S.2630.

16 Shi Anchang /% 8. Yuweén Cididn Zényang Chuli Wi Zétidn Zdo De Zi iE 35 8 /EAFANIE R N RiEME, in
Cisha Yanjia P53, 1984, no. 6, pp. 79-80.

17 Galambos, Imre. Dunhuang Characters and the Dating of Manuscripts, in Whitfield, Susan & Sims-Williams,
Ursula eds. The Silk Road: Trade, Travel, War and Faith. London: British Library, 2004, p. 74.

12




consistently, they were officially discontinued after the restoration of the Tang dynasty in

705, since the new characters were ideologically tied to WU.

glo|2|xo e |x|=|=|E|h |2l wna|a
AR EIN G EEERLEIEE

Table 4. Wi Zétian characters (top row) and the characters that they were intended to
replace (bottom row)18

In 1930, the Song Yudn Yilai Suzi PG RITIIZRISFEE (A glossary of popular Chinese

characters since the Song and Yuan dynasties, hereafter: Suzi Pli) was published,
recording the variant character forms that appeared in twelve popular titles during the

Song (960 - 1279), Yuan (1271 - 1368), Ming (1368 - 1644), and Qing (1644 - 1912)

dynasties. Aside from showing that these variant forms existed, it also hints at the
relative popularity of each variant over time, since it records the occurrence of variant
forms in a couple of titles from several different periods. These variant forms, a few
examples of which can be found in table 5 below, served as an important source of

characters later selected for official recognition.®

Variant form in the Suzi Contemporary Traditional form Pinyin
Pl simplified form

1 N 2 yi
S e (=

2 A= i=| dé
15 = =

ZAA cong
1

KK lao

shang

?ﬁ hou

e S
| = | =
ﬁ

8 Qi Yuantao %JTi%. An Investigation of the Morphology of Newly-built Words of the Wu' s Zhou Dynasty T [
TS EER, in Journal of Shaanxi Normal University (Philosophy and Social Sciences Edition) [ 5 st
KEFZFR (FBFHRIZFER), Vol. 34, No. 6, 2005, p. 78.

19 Chen. p. 153.

13



Table 5. Examples of popular character forms in the Suzi PG2°

Taiping Character Forms
During the 1850s and the first half of the 1860s, China was effectively in a state of civil
war due to the attempt to overthrow the Qing dynasty by the members of a vehemently

anti-Manchu, indigenous Christian cult centered on Héng Xiliquan 754 (1814-1864), a

man claiming to be the younger brother of Jesus Christ. Named for the movement that
sparked it, the civil war is known as the Taiping rebellion, one of the bloodiest conflicts in
human history.?! The Taiping ran a functioning bureaucratic state from their capital at

Nanjing, and one of their reforms was the use of a considerable number of simplified

characters. In his 1958 article Taiping Tiangud Wénxian Zhong De Jidntizi A 3K [E Sk
Y BT {R = (Simplified Characters in the Documents of the Taiping Heavenly Kingdom),

WU Lidngzud R RHE lists several dozen simplified characters that the Taiping used in

their official documents, such as religious texts, including many that would later also be
included in the character sheets of the People’s Republic of China’s (PRC) simplifications,
and some others that were simplified beyond the current standard in Mainland China (see

table 7).%2

Taiping character Contemporary Traditional form Pinyin
simplified form

TA 1% T “
ZA Z =

7o S = gié
7 2] e

20 Ljy Fu 2148 & LiJiarui Z=Z I, eds. Song Yudn Yildi Suzi P SR IT RIS FEE, Institute of History and
Philology, National Academia Sinica [&] 37 A7 SR AfF 53 Be & 52 3B = A 52 B, 1930.

21 platt, Stephen. Autumn in the Heavenly Kingdom: China, the West, and the Epic Story of the Taiping Civil War,
New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2012, pp. xxiii, 15-18, 57-58.

22 W Lidngzud R BFE. Taiping Tidngud Wénxian Zhéng De Jidntizi XK E Sk B E A, in Wénzi Gaigé
N FHE, 1958(04), p. 43.

14



A At %
E E om

Table 7. A few examples of Taiping simplified characters?3

During the ideological heyday of Chinese communism under Mdo Zédong £ /=5, the

Taiping were lauded for their resistance to foreign imperialism and their pro-peasantry
leanings. The ideological connection between a love for the masses and character reform
should not be overlooked. After all, the primary goal of character simplification was
usually to increase literacy by making it easier to learn to read and write characters,
something that was valuable to the poorly educated lower classes but of little value to

the already educated elite.

Late Imperial and Republican Reforms
During the latter part of the 19t century and the beginning of the 20t century, following
defeats by Western powers and Japan, there was a growing awareness in Chinese
intellectual circles that China had fallen behind other nations in terms of its development.
Various periods of reform were initiated, both by the Imperial government and by
Chinese intellectuals outside of government, whose ideas contributed to the 1911
Revolution that overthrew the Qing dynasty and began the Republican period (1912 -
1949). Unlike earlier periods in Chinese history when intellectuals viewed non-standard
character forms as not appropriate in formal settings and on the whole showed little
interest in them, a growing group of intellectuals now took the lead in the debate on
script reform. Western writing systems served as inspiration for how the script of a
modern, advanced nation should function, and during the final years of the Qing dynasty,

many reformers preferred fully phoneticizing the script, or at least using a phonographic

23 |bid.

15



writing system alongside characters, over the less radical option of character

simplification.?*

Sparked by anger at the Treaty of Versailles that handed control of Germany’s former
colonial possessions in China over to Japan, and against the background of the political
failures following the 1911 Revolution that had already given rise to the New Culture
Movement, a new wave of nationalist and reformist sentiment swept through Chinese
intellectual circles from 1919, known as the May Fourth Movement. During this time of
reform-minded intellectual debate, key reforms often advocated by those who sought to

move away from the old Confucian hierarchy towards a modern social structure were the

shift from writing in Classical Chinese (giiwén 5 3Z) to writing in vernacular Chinese
(bdihua %), and an education system geared towards mass literacy.?> As part of

attempts to increase literacy rates in the years after the end of the Qing dynasty, literacy

campaigns using alphabetized Chinese were being encouraged.?® Some reformers, such

as Qian Xuantdng $ X [F and HU Shi #H3# at Peking University, advocated character

simplification as a stepping stone towards full phoneticization, and the simplified
character forms that had been in use in non-official texts and informal situations for
centuries became a topic of intellectual interest.?” In line with this interest, the Suzi Pl
discussed on page 14 was published in 1930. Romanization systems of Chinese created
by Western missionaries date back to the 16%" century, and although various systems of
phonetic transcription of Chinese were developed by Chinese linguists from the late 19t
century onwards, such as Zhuyin Zimu in the 1910s and Hanyu Pinyin in the 1950s,

Chinese characters have not been replaced with an alphabet or a syllabography.?8

24 Chen. p. 151.

25 Schwarcz, Vera. The Chinese Enlightenment: Intellectuals and the Legacy of the May Fourth Movement of
1919, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1986, p. 56.

Schoppa, R. Keith. Revolution and its Past: Identities and Change in Modern Chinese History, 2nd ed, Upper
Saddle River, NJ; London: Prentice Hall, 2006, p. 113.

26 |bid. p. 147.

27 Chen. pp. 152-153.

28 |bid. pp. 164-166.

16



The process of character simplification advocated by language reformers and educators
appeared to gain official support in 1935, when the Ministry of Education of the Republic

of China published a scheme of 324 simplified characters under the title Di Y7 Pi Jiantizi

Bido FE—HLTRI{ASEFE (First List of Simplified Characters), its name suggesting that more

such lists were supposed to follow. The characters on this list were intended for
widespread use in publications and in education. However, government support for this
set of characters was short-lived, for the scheme was repealed half a year later on
account of opposition from senior government officials.?® Many of the simplified
characters in the 1935 scheme can also be found in the People’s Republic of China’s
simplified character schemes, though it also includes character forms that differ from
their contemporary simplified forms, as can be seen in table 8 below. The explanation
attached to the list describes the simplified characters as having fewer strokes and being

easier to read and write, and states that they are taken from popular characters (sizi {&

), ancient characters (giizi T55%), and cursive script (cdoshi 5.E).30

1935 Republican | Contemporary Traditional form Pinyin
simplified form simplified form
1 - i VS da
2 =) %
2 ‘3‘{] B o7y liv
- =S| ==

zhi

>R B

Fiek
4 '}I— Ef— EE% kuang
ffgt

5 PZ /Z\ me, mo
6 ing, xi
—,ﬁ’; >—\é \ Xing, xing
2 S
™ 0 {[él o
8 22 RX ﬁxﬁ shuang

Table 8. Examples of simplified characters in the Di Y1 P1 Jiantizi Bido

2 |bid. p. 153.
30 Zhonghud Mingud Jiaoyubu FREE R B ZE 8. Di Y7 Pi Jidntizi Bido B —Ht B &K, 1935, p. 4.

17



Mainland Simplifications
After the Communists’ victory in the Chinese civil war in 1949, two points of orthographic
standard-setting existed, one in Mainland China (the People’s Republic of China) and one
on the island of Taiwan (the Republic of China, or ROC). The orthographic standards set
by these two separate entities quickly began to diverge, as the PRC embarked on a
process of character simplification while the ROC avoided large-scale prescriptive
changes and kept the vast majority of its character forms the same as they had been
before the split. The Communists’ drive for character simplification was aimed at aiding
the spread of literacy to the population at large.3! This goal was in line with their political
agenda to advance the class interests of the proletariat. Work on the simplification of
Chinese characters in Mainland China began almost immediately after the founding of the
PRC in 1949, with the Ministry of Education circulating a list of over 500 simplified
characters for discussion in 1950 and with the setting up of the Committee on Script
Reform in 1952.32 Mainland Chinese policy to standardize the character-writing system

and reduce the number of characters in use first came into force in 1955 with the

abolition of 1,053 variant character forms in the Di YT Pi Yitizi Zhéngli Bido 58—t F{AF
FIBR (First Batch of Tabulated Variant Forms of Chinese Characters, hereafter: Yitizi

Bido).33 The 1956 publication of the First Scheme of Simplified Chinese Characters, the

Hanzi Jisnhua Fang'an YEF 1L 77 %, followed soon after, consisting of 515 simplified

characters that replaced 544 traditional ones, and 54 simplified character components
that each replaced a traditional character component. A complete list of all 2,236
characters that were simplified by the First Scheme, including those that were simplified
because they contained a character component that was simplified, was published in

1964, and re-published with minor changes in 1986.3¢

31 Wiedenhof, Jeroen. A Grammar of Mandarin, Amsterdam; Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company
2015, p. 394.

32 Chen. p. 155.

3 Ibid. p. 154.

34 |bid.
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The First Scheme mostly consisted of character forms that already existed as popular or
variant forms, or in cursive script, and were thus by and large not new characters but old
characters that had been elevated to the position of standard character, a principle

known as shi ér bu zuo AR T AE, ‘recognizing without creating’.35> However, those in

charge of script reform wanted to go further, and in 1964 the central government
publicly stated its aim of simplifying all characters in common use down to no more than
ten strokes, compared to nearly half of simplified characters in use today consisting of

more than ten strokes.3® To this aim, the Second Scheme of Simplified Chinese

Characters (Draft), Di Er Ci Hanzi JiSnhua Fang'an (Cdo'an) 8 _ REF U ITE (E
Z2), was published in 1977. It contained 248 new simplified characters intended to be

used immediately and 605 characters intended for trial use. A few examples of forms
simplified in the Second Scheme can be found in table 9 below. However, the Second
Scheme was unpopular and was officially repealed in 1986 after receiving much criticism.
A number of reasons are generally given for the failure of the Second Scheme. Firstly, it
was created with little input from senior experts and the public, and contained many
forms that, although they had previously existed, were unfamiliar to most language
users.3” Secondly, it was poorly timed politically, since it came shortly after the death of
Mao Zédong and the end of the Cultural Revolution in 1976, and most people had lost
their appetite for radical change.?® Thirdly, literacy rates had increased rapidly between
the time of publication of the First Scheme and that of the Second. Generally speaking,
character simplification appealed to those who were not fully literate, since it was
believed to make it easier for them to become so, whereas it appealed much less to

those who were already literate, since they would have to learn the new standard way of

35 Zhao, Shouhui, and Baldauf, Richard. Planning Chinese Characters: Reaction, Evolution or Revolution?,
Dordrecht: Springer, 2008, p.40.

36 Chen. p. 155 & Wiedenhof. p. 398.

37 Chen. pp. 155-156 & pp. 159-160.

32 |bid. p. 160.
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writing while obtaining little benefit from it. Fourthly, the characters simplified in the
Second Scheme were on average considerably less common than those simplified in the
First Scheme, meaning that less time would be saved in writing so the benefit of learning
the new forms was smaller.3® Fifthly, the Second Scheme considerably increased the
number of homonyms in written Chinese, making it harder for readers to correctly
identify the meaning of a character.*? These reasons all contributed to the widespread

public opposition to the Second Scheme and its short-lived period of use.

v

Pinyin cang jit ging
Contemporary < > N
simplified form gﬁ /@ -l,ﬁ

Second Scheme -+ 1 -
form I: }j’L 'l£
b

Table 9. Examples of simplified characters in the Second Scheme*!

After the 1949 split, the Nationalists on Taiwan at first continued considering the issue of
character simplification. However, after the institution of simplified characters on the
Mainland the ROC's official position on simplified characters shifted drastically, and in
1956 the use of simplified characters in publications was officially banned. Although
simplified characters continue to be used in Taiwanese handwriting, they are rarely seen

in print.4?

Conclusion
In the introduction to this chapter, I mentioned the paradigm of top-down versus
bottom-up change. The examples in this chapter have shown that these two currents are
often not opposed to each other, for characters that began their existence as non-

standard, popular forms have sometimes later been recognized as standard forms by

3 |bid. pp. 161-162.

40 Baldauf, Richard, and Kaplan, Robert, eds. Language Planning and Policy in Asia, Vol.1: Japan, Nepal and
Taiwan and Chinese Characters, Blue Ridge Summit, PA: Multilingual Matters, 2008, p. 61.

41 Wiedenhof. p. 395.

42 Chen. pp. 162-163.
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those who sought to define an orthographic standard or to simplify the script for ease of

writing.

When looking at Chinese orthographic change over a period of thousands of years, it can
be tempting to overlook details and to see a gradual evolutionary trajectory that has on a
few occasions been codified and officialized after the fact. However, it is important to
remember that characters do not change of their own accord, and to acknowledge the
agency and the motivations of script reformers. Much like biological evolution, character
reform and simplification has a history full of dead ends and aborted reforms, and was

not a gradual, unidirectional, or inevitable process. In the words of Imre Galambos:

“While we cannot deny a temporal succession in a historical narrative, this model
fails to recognize that the evolution of characters was often a complex process
with countless sidesteps and backloops.

The neat line of evolution based on standard characters only makes sense from a
retrospective point of view, once we know the forms that succeeded and survived

in the long run.”#3

In this chapter we have seen that the largest changes in the official orthographic
standard, such as the Qin transition to clerical script and the simplifications carried out in
the PRC, were made with political and ideological considerations in mind, and that the
success of an attempt at script reform was closely tied to the political position of the
reformers; the Qin transition was continued by the Han (202 BCE - 220 CE) and proved
to be lasting, and the First Scheme has set a new orthographic standard for the vast
majority of Chinese writers. Conversely, WU Zétian’s new characters were abandoned
after her death and the restoration of the Tang dynasty, the Taiping orthographic

standard disappeared along with the defeat of their movement, and the Second Scheme

43 Galambos. Popular Character Forms, p. 399.
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floundered in the face of opposition to further radical change following the trauma of the
Cultural Revolution. Equally, opposition to character reform was often also ideologically
motivated; the distinction between standard forms and popular forms was primarily
upheld by an educated elite that had a vested interest in maintaining a degree of
exclusivity for the correct use of the script, and the wholesale rejection of character
simplification on principle by the Republican authorities in Taiwan was a reaction to the
simplification programme in Mainland China and in contrast to previous Republican

moves towards simplification.

Furthermore, while changes to the official standard were centrally decided, most changes
in actual writing practices were made gradually over time by groups of people who did
not directly consult with each other. The various times and places in which people
modified the script and their various reasons, conscious or unconscious, for making these
modifications mean that it is not surprising that the history of character reform and

simplification has produced a script containing a considerable number of inconsistencies.

This chapter also shows that with the exceptions of attempts to replace the character
script with a phonetic script and the more radical approach to simplification taken in the
Second Scheme, which were both ultimately rejected, the debate about simplified forms
over the past centuries has been almost entirely about forms that have by now existed
and been in use for over a thousand years. In this sense, the debate about character
simplification is less a linear trajectory towards increasingly simplified forms, and more a
recurrent debate over which existent forms should be considered standard forms and

which forms should only be considered acceptable in informal contexts.
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2. Overview of Relevant Characters

In this chapter, I will give an overview of the characters that are relevant to this study on
account of their Taiwanese traditional forms having fewer strokes than their equivalent
Mainland simplified forms, separated into categories based on the three reasons that I
have identified for this situation: stroke contraction (lists 1 to 3), consistent substitution
of character components with components that have fewer strokes (lists 4 and 5), and
elimination of traditional forms in favour of characters with more strokes in the Mainland
Chinese orthographic standard (list 6). Together with the relevant character forms, I will
provide short descriptions of the patterns causing sets of characters to meet the criterion
of inclusion in this study, as well as any exceptions and inconsistencies that appear in the
lists of relevant characters. In a few cases I will also briefly discuss characters that do
not match the criterion of inclusion in this study consistently across the sources that I
have consulted, but that do match the criterion in one of the sources. Furthermore, I will
detail my methodology for finding potentially relevant characters and deciding on their
inclusion or exclusion. I will also briefly discuss roughly how common this type of

character is in contemporary usage.

In Chinese orthography, a distinction is often made between standard characters

(zhéngzi IF =), and variant characters (yitizi F£§5="), also known as popular characters

(suzi 1357 or different characters (biézi {|=%).** I have limited this study to standard

forms, since including variant forms would produce long lists of characters without a clear
cut-off point, and since it would be misleading to compare traditional variant forms to
standard simplified forms, though in cases where it is debatable whether a character is a
standard form or a variant form, I have tended to include the character. This often is
debatable, since variant forms have always been common and views on which forms are

standard forms and which forms are variant forms have often not been uniform. Thus the

* bid.
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listing of characters in this study as standard or variant forms is only as good as the

sources on which it is based, and is not intended to be the final word on this discussion.

Methodology
For the purpose of gathering Taiwanese traditional characters that have fewer strokes
than their equivalent simplified forms, I have relied primarily on character dictionaries,
since these are the most comprehensive sources that are concerned with the form of
individual characters. In order to put together a comprehensive overview of the
characters relevant to this thesis, I have chosen two starting points, namely a character
dictionary that is primarily a Taiwanese traditional character dictionary but that also gives
information on the simplified forms of characters, and a primarily simplified character
dictionary that also gives information on the traditional forms of characters. This is
because these two types of dictionary provide different types of potentially relevant
characters. The former type contributes Taiwanese traditional character forms that have
been subject to an orthographic standard which has not been applied to simplified
characters on the Mainland and does not normally show up in Mainland traditional
dictionaries, since they usually take the pre-1949 traditional forms as their standard. The
latter type contributes simplified characters that represent multiple traditional characters,
at least one of which has fewer strokes than the simplified form that it is replaced by.
Since in a traditional character dictionary the multiple traditional forms that are
represented by such a single simplified form are given as separate characters, the reader
has no way of knowing that one or more of those traditional forms have been replaced by
a simplified form that has more strokes. Together, these two dictionaries provide an

initial selection of characters for this thesis.

The first dictionary that I have selected for this initial stage of my research is the Far

East 3000 Chinese Character Dictionary %5 E5 = TFH1 (2011, Taiwanese traditional

and Mainland simplified, hereafter: Far East Dictionary), a Taiwanese traditional

character dictionary which lists both the traditional and simplified forms of the 3000 most
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common Chinese characters, and gives the stroke count of each form. This dictionary has
allowed me to go through all 3000 characters comparing the listed humber of strokes for
each traditional form to the listed number of strokes for each simplified form relatively
quickly, with the only downside being that it does not contain more characters. Since it
was clear from the relevant characters that I found in this dictionary that certain stroke-
saving principles are in use that have been consistently applied to all characters that
contain a certain component, I then used character-finding tools on Zdic.net and in the
Pleco Chinese Dictionary app to compile a list of characters that contained components
that would cause them to be relevant to this thesis but that are not recorded in the Far
East Dictionary, many of which are archaic or very obscure, which I then attempted to
locate in one of the other character dictionaries that I used for this thesis, namely the

Guémin Zididn [F|[R5FHE (1974, Taiwanese traditional), the Xinhud Zididn rzE5 i
(1955, Mainland pre-simplified traditional), and the Xiandai Hanyi Guifan Zididn IRAIX
1EHSE 781 (1998, Mainland simplified, hereafter: Guifan Zidi&n). 1 then also looked up

the characters that feature in at least one of these four dictionaries in the Zhengzi Bido

1E5E3% (contemporary Taiwanese traditional), which I describe in more detail in the next

paragraph. In some cases the stroke count has to be deduced by combining the stroke
count of the radical listed in the radical index with the remaining stroke count of the
character. The reason for these checks is primarily that the aim of this thesis is to chart
contemporary Taiwanese traditional characters that have fewer strokes than their
equivalent simplified forms, not to compile a long list of archaic characters that would
hypothetically meet that criterion if they were written today. Therefore, for this method
of finding relevant characters, I am using presence in one of the physical dictionaries that
I have consulted as a proxy for contemporary use, and absence in all of them as a proxy
for lack of contemporary use. Since my methodology for finding relevant forms starting
from Taiwanese traditional sources is based on an extrapolation of writing principles that

can be found in the 3,000 most frequently used characters, it is possible that characters
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relevant due to stroke reduction principles not present in this sample are not included in

this study.

The second dictionary that I have selected for the initial stage of my research is the
aforementioned Guifan Zidian, a simplified character dictionary that also records the
traditional forms of each character, if those differ from the simplified form, and many
variant character forms. Thus in cases where multiple traditional forms have been
replaced with one simplified form, this dictionary provides those traditional forms so that
the reader may deduce the stroke count for each character from its graphic appearance
and make a note of any traditional or variant forms that have fewer strokes than the
simplified form that they are given with. The dictionary does not provide a stroke count
next to the characters, but does do so in most cases in the character index. The
drawback of this dictionary is that in cases where a simplified character has more than
one traditional form (including a traditional form that is the same as the simplified form),
the dictionary lists those traditional forms on which the simplified form was not based as
variant forms. This means that in order to distinguish between standard traditional forms
that have been replaced with a simplified character that has more strokes, i.e. a
character relevant to this thesis, and variant forms, it is necessary to consult other
dictionaries. In order to distinguish between standard traditional forms and variant
traditional forms, I have consulted an online character dictionary called the Yitizi Zidian

RS 81 (Variant Character Dictionary) on the Taiwanese Ministry of Education’s
website, which includes a searchable list of standard forms, called the Zhéngzi Bi§o 1F5~
Z% (List of Standard Forms). I have chosen this dictionary because it is a comprehensive

contemporary source, because it comes with a degree of official sanction, and because it

explicitly distinguishes standard forms and variant forms.

In the lists in the first two sections, that is lists 1 through 5, I have only included

characters that are listed in at least one source as a standard form, and that are listed in
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at least one of the Taiwanese traditional sources (columns two through four) and in at

least one of the simplified or pre-simplified traditional sources (columns five through

seven), so that it is possible to compare the stroke counts.

Characters Relevant due to Stroke Contraction

List 1: characters containing 73‘/2?

Pinyin | Far East Gudémin Zhéngzi Guifan Far East Xinhua
Dictionary | Zidian Biao Zidian Dictionary | Zidian
(Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (simplified) | (simplified) | (pre-
traditional) | traditional) | traditional) simplified

traditional)

—

T | (e |FEe  |FTe | T

L =z = z= = = ==

5o By |[Bo |Be |[B® |B®

liG 3 3 3 3 3 3

Y e [ URe [ JRe Rao  |[Rao |3 o)

—

I o |[Fiaoe |Fiao |Fay [Fay |[FHay

—

R o [ MR ao [FRae  |[Fan |[fRan | Fawn

= 47

ve % 100 "B a0 |MEay U=J¢tD

v B oy |38 an B an

v B ao |18 ay

-

. Bt an | BR an | #R a2 i (12)

|" N N

'” a2 |fRa | I (13)

v ey |Bilan |8 &

hé N N 32 32 32

By Bl |Blas  [Blas  [Eas | Eas)

|Il:| Nic—3 S2x

%= (17) %5 (18)
. B sy | B Az

Description: the character component ‘*Z2x" in simplified forms is written as ‘2~ in

Taiwanese traditional forms, that is with one fewer stroke since the ' * ’ stroke of the '’

45 Characters without a stroke count are not explicitly given a stroke count in the source, but visually conform
to the form given in the table.

46 This character is listed as a variant form of the character I‘Eg.

47 A blank space indicates that a character is not listed in a source.
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javascript:void(0);

component and the *Z’ stroke of the /A’ component of the simplified form are written as

a single elongated ‘L’ stroke. As can be seen in the table above, this contracted way of

writing the component *Z= /2" is applied to all Taiwanese traditional forms in which it
appears, but not to any of the simplified forms in which it appears. Due to this
contraction, any Taiwanese traditional form containing the component ‘2=’ that apart

from this difference is the same as its equivalent simplified form (or that has been
simplified in such a way that it does not reduce the stroke count) has one fewer stroke

than its equivalent simplified form. In theory, this same stroke-saving contraction of the

'+ " stroke in a ‘-’ component with a ‘/ "’ stroke below it could be made in other

character components too, for example in characters containing a ‘Z’ component, but

this is not done, at least not in typeface or standard forms.

List 2: characters containing fﬁﬂ/ﬁﬂ

Pinyin | Far East Guémin Zhéngzi Guifan Far East Xinhua
Dictionary | Zidian Bido Zidian Dictionary | Zidian
(Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (simplified) | (simplified) | (pre-
traditional) | traditional) | traditional) simplified

traditional)

< A#Hle  |Hle o (#He | e | E e

oo lay  (Hlay  [Hlay (e [#lan |[#Ha2

xian W] e | BH] e | BE] 12y M)

Description: the character component ‘E’ in simplified forms is written as ‘%’ in

Taiwanese traditional forms, that is with one fewer stroke since the ' | * stroke and the

8 The stroke count for this character is not explicitly given, but it is listed based on stroke count between two
characters that also have 8 strokes.

% |isted as a variant form of the character 37.

%0 Listed both as a standard form and as a variant form of the character fﬁ

51 |isted as a variant form of the character 7.
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'/’ stroke at the bottom of the component are combined into a single * | " stroke. The
component ‘f-f/ﬁ’ appears with the component * [] * to its right. This contracted way of

writing the Taiwanese traditional component ‘%’ is applied to all traditional forms that
contain it, and generally not to simplified forms that contain it, though as the list above
shows, the Xinhua Zidian is inconsistent in the way in which it writes this character
component. Of the three forms of this type relevant to this study, it gives the character

{4 the same stroke count as the two simplified dictionaries consulted here give it, but the
characters #] and ] with one stroke fewer than those two dictionaries give them. A

close look at the characters in question (which can be found in table 10 below) confirms

that for the character ], the contracted component % is used, explaining the stroke
count of 8. However, this is not the case for the character If], thus leaving this character

without a clear explanation for its reduced stroke count.

il g 1)

#p wp 157

Table 10: characters containing /i) in the Xinhua Zididn

A similar contraction of a | ’ stroke and a '-~/’ stroke into a * L ’ stroke is present in

certain traditional dictionaries, such as the Guémin Zididn (1974), the Kangxi Zidi&n 5EE
. HH (1716), and the Zhonghud Da Zididn F#E KZFH (1915), in characters containing
the component ‘I’ in the upper half of the character, such as %t (xié, ‘some’) and &

(chéai, firewood’), and sometimes also in characters that feature the component ‘[it’ in

other parts of the character, such as [t (ci, ‘female’) or i (ci/zi, ‘to scold’). In such

cases the aforementioned dictionaries give the component ‘[}[.” as consisting of five
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strokes, as opposed to the six strokes it has in simplified dictionaries, but also in other
traditional dictionaries such as the Far East Dictionary, the Zhéngzi Bido, and the Hany

Da Zidi&n yEsEKZFHL. In some cases this contraction is visible in the depiction of the

character, in other cases it is not, and the component appears to have six strokes despite
being listed as having five strokes. Since this contraction is not present in the most

recent sources that I have consulted, I have not included these characters in this study.

List 3: characters containing @Z/E)l[

Pinyin | Far East Gudémin Zhéngzi Guifan Far East Xinhua
Dictionary | Zidian Bido Zidian Dictionary | Zidian
(Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (simplified) | (simplified) | (pre-
traditional) | traditional) | traditional) simplified

traditional)

Mo [ Ber Be |E 2 o) | E (o)

Description: the component ‘A in the Taiwanese traditional character £7 (zhi, ‘to cause’)

is written as * X’ in simplified versions of the character, namely with four strokes
compared to three strokes. This way of writing the component ‘&’ in Taiwanese
traditional characters, in which the '*—’ stroke and the '/’ stroke are contracted into a
single '’ stroke, could in principle be applied to all characters containing the component

‘)L(’, such as ¥7 (méi, ‘rose’), but this is not done, at least not in typeface or standard

forms. The traditional character % (zhi, ‘fine, delicate’) shows that this way of writing the
component ‘A’ is applied to other characters containing the character £%, though I have

not found any commonly used Taiwanese traditional characters that contain this

character and have fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified forms.

52 2 is listed as a variant form.

30



Characters Relevant due to Consistently Applied Component Substitution

List 4: characters containing g@/gi

Pinyin | Far East Gudémin Zhéngzi Guifan Far East Xinhua
Dictionary | Zidian Biao Zidian Dictionary | Zidian
(Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (simplified) | (simplified) | (pre-
traditional) | traditional) | traditional) simplified

traditional)

ian ’ 1 1

o |Han  |FRan  |[FBan  (FRay |[Ba | FRay

giang

Jiang s |2

jian

il Bk as) | B ae)

2 A TN » ~ \

aeng fil (radical | it 17, | B& (17) B (17,

+11) radical radical
+11)33 +12)54

Jans ka7 | B fokss

least 18)

Description: the component ‘#’, which appears alongside a ‘5’ component in the
character 5%/5% (gidng, ‘strong’) and in characters that contain that character, is written
in Taiwanese traditional characters with a ‘/\’ component, whereas it is written as ‘&',

i.e. with a *d’ component, in simplified characters, causing the Taiwanese forms to have

one fewer stroke, unless other changes have been made in the simplification of the

character that affect the stroke count. The decision to write the simplified form of the

character 5%/5% with the ‘[’ component was formally made in Mainland China in 1955 in

the Yitizi Bi&o, which lists & as the standard form from then on, and 5& as a variant form

that has been eliminated. The Yitizi Bido will be discussed in more detail later on in this

chapter. These two distinct ways of writing the component *&/&’ are usually consistent

53 The stroke count given here is made up of six strokes for the radical ‘“f ’, plus eleven strokes for the rest of

the character. The traditional radical ‘% ' is written with five or six strokes depending on the source.

54 The stroke count for this character is not explicitly given, but can in this case be deduced based on the stroke
count of the previous character in the dictionary.

55 {0 is listed as a variant form of . ﬂﬁ is also listed as a variant form, though not directly next to i&.
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in Taiwanese traditional and simplified forms respectively, though again the Xinhua

Zidi&n is inconsistent in this regard. The inconsistent use of ‘g&/&’ in pre-simplified

traditional dictionaries will be discussed in chapter 3.

List 5: characters containing %/%

Pinyin | Far East Gudémin Zhéngzi Guifan Far East Xinhua
Dictionary | Zidian Biao Zidian Dictionary | Zidian
(Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (Taiwanese | (simplified) | (simplified) | (pre-
traditional) | traditional) | traditional) simplified

traditional)
du = = == = == =
= (8) = (8) = (8) = +F (9) +F
zhéu = =+ =
hg 13 |1 a9 =HeLY

Description: the component ‘£}’ in simplified characters is written as ‘8 in traditional
characters when it appears below a ‘==’ component, that is with the two ' + ’ strokes
replaced by a single ‘] ’ stroke, thereby reducing the stroke count by one. This
contraction is present in all Taiwanese traditional characters that contain the character &
/&5, but not in any of the simplified forms that contain it. This contraction or substitution
of “B}’ for “f#’ cannot be applied to the character (md, *‘mother’) without equating it to
the character 4§ (wd, ‘no, not’), but could in theory be applied to other characters that
contain the component ‘£, like (méi, ‘every’), but this is not done, at least not in
typeface or standard forms. Unlike 58, &5 is not a variant form eliminated from the

Mainland Chinese orthographic standard by the Yitizi Bi§o. The reason for the use of & in

Taiwanese traditional script will be discussed in chapter 3.
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Characters Relevant due to the Elimination of their Traditional Form in Favour of
a Character with More Strokes in the Mainland Chinese Orthographic Standard
List 6: Characters relevant due to the elimination of their traditional form in favour of a

character with more strokes in the Mainland Chinese orthographic standard

Pinyin Traditional form with Post-1955 Mainland Simplified form
fewer strokes than traditional form
the simplified form

i & ) 8 (13) 18 (12)
ca B (13) BX (15) ER (15)
cuo &1 (o) F (15) # 12)
ae Hazts 1% (15) 18 (15)
diao ARy B (16) Bt 16)
diao I (12) B (16) Bt 16)
dido 5 @t T (6 M (6)
die i (1) I (12) I (12)
aie I (1) HE (15) 1% (15)
ding FE a2yt BE (13) BE (13)
fen ERG) PAC) iz
fan M. PAC) iz
fe 936 101 HE (13) HE (13)
m {6 o)t 1% (10) 1 10)
o Bz ot & (10) B& (10)
gudn 22 ant & (14 E a4
huang L (st BE ) RS
hui ol it i (12) 9 (12)
hui B 10yt 0] (12) 8] (12)

6 Forms marked with a ‘t’ are listed as standard forms in the Zhéngzi Bido, but are also given as variant forms
in the description of the character or alongside the traditional form in the center column. Some are also listed
as variant forms in other sources, such as the Guémin Zididn, others are not. Their inclusion in this list is
therefore debatable, but | have chosen to include them with this annotation for the sake of a comprehensive
overview of the relevant forms.
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jidn, k&n [ g6 1oy fRk (14) W (14)
Jing, 98Ng | T (gys7 T (13) FE (13)
i BE (10t B (1) L an
kang 0T (6) 17T (8) 5t (8)

lang B 13yt BEE (15) 48 (14)
i B[ (11) I (15) 15 (15)
i 4 (16) %5 (19 3 (18)
in 15 (16) B (17) B (17)
lu A (13) 2K as) 2% as)
I B (13) 2% (15) 2% (15)
mi, bi ik (95 i (10) M (10)
na ﬁ% o)t % (10) % (10)
nan ot P 13) 8 a3)
ni P (14) = (16) % (16)
peng R (1) Bl (13) i (13)
ai BE (10) W (14) B a4
qin = a2t 7= (14 Z a3)
que HE (13) ME (14) ¥ (14)
rd 4 (15t 12 (20 7 (20)
U R 8yt W (13) A (13)
téng A 5yt [5] (6) [E] (6)

X B (1)t & (15) & (15)
xian Flll (8) RS Al (o)

Xian &b (13) e a7) B (14)
XU Ml (s) ML o) L (o)

yan 58 (22 HE (23) i (23)

57 Listed as a variant form in the Zhéngzi Bido, but as a standard form in the Guémin Zididn and Xinhud Zididn.

58 The stroke count of this character is sometimes given as 10, of which 5 strokes are the radical, but | have
followed the Far East Dictionary here, which gives it a stroke count of 9.
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vao J& (18) i (20) ¥ (20)
v % (10) % (11) % (1)
i & (16) % 1) B (17)
zha I (6) I (9) IE (9)

zha P (13) ME (14) P (14)
zhal 25 ant FE (14) = (4)
zhao 1 (o)t i (13) BB (13)
zuan B (16) L (20) £ 0
2 B¢ (10)t B (12) BX (12)

Description: the left-hand column of characters in the table above contains traditional

character forms that the Zhéngzi Bido gives as contemporary standard forms (zhéngzi 1
=), but that have been eliminated from the Mainland Chinese orthographic standard in

1955 by the Yitizi Bido in favour of the traditional forms in the second column of
characters. The criteria deciding which forms were eliminated will be discussed in the
next chapter. In the years following this elimination of variant forms, the Mainland
Chinese government carried out its simplification programme of the script, creating the
simplified orthographic standard present in the third column of characters. Due to this
elimination, the characters in the first column have a lower stroke count than their
equivalent simplified forms in the third column. In most cases in the table above the
traditional forms in the second column were not structurally altered by the Mainland
simplifications, though in some cases the difference in stroke count between the
eliminated form in the first column and the maintained form in the second column is
larger than the stroke reduction carried out as part of the Mainland simplification, so that
the character in question is relevant to this study. For example, the simplified character

£ (cuo, ‘file’) has three fewer strokes than its traditional form ##, but still has three

more strokes than its traditional form 4. A few of the changes made in the Yitizi Bido
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were reversed in the 1980s, which must be taken into account when considering the

contemporary simplified orthographic standard.

Inconsistencies
When comparing characters across dictionaries it quickly becomes apparent that different
sources adhere to different notions of which character form is the standard form and
which form is the variant form, and of how many strokes a character consists. In some
cases, inconsistencies are even found within a dictionary, as has been discussed for the

Xinhua Zidian earlier in this chapter. An example of an inconsistent standard between

various dictionaries not included in the lists above is the character £/£ (rdn, ‘beard’).
The Zhéngzi Biso lists £ only as a variant form and together with the Xinhud Zidi&n lists
£ as the standard form, but the Guémin Zidi&n does the opposite by giving £ as the
standard form and £ as a popular form (stzi {&5F). An example of inconsistent listings

of the stroke count of a character is the character E& (x7, ‘splendid’), which in most

dictionaries that I have consulted has fourteen strokes, but in the Guémin Zidian and

I4

KangxT Zidisn is listed as having thirteen strokes, on account of the contraction of a * |

stroke and a1’ stroke into a *'1" stroke in the left-hand half of the character, so that

the character is written like this: # ¥,

Frequency of Relevant Characters
Taiwanese traditional characters with fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified forms
unsurprisingly make up only a fraction of all Chinese characters. No indisputable humber
of Chinese characters in existence can be given, since new characters can be created and

old characters can fall out of use, and it is arguable at which point to start or stop
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including a character in the total number of existing characters.>® Furthermore, the
inclusion or exclusion of variant forms and forms considered to be incorrect is also
debatable. The same problems arise when trying to put an exact nhumber on the total
amount of characters that match the criterion of this study. I have limited this study to
characters with some degree of contemporary usage, in the form of being listed in at
least one of the physical dictionaries that I have consulted for this study, but an
argument could be made for the inclusion of all characters that would in principle be
relevant, no matter their frequency of use. To give a sense of how often an ordinary
script user may expect to encounter such characters, we may once again consider the
Far East Dictionary. Out of the 3,000 characters deemed to be the most frequently used
in modern Chinese writing, 15 have traditional forms that contain fewer strokes than
their equivalent simplified forms. In other words, roughly 0.5% of characters in frequent
use may paradoxically be written with fewer strokes in Taiwanese traditional script than
in simplified script. That the characters discussed in this study include both very common
and less common characters suggests that very roughly speaking, we may expect that

the rate of such characters remains similar when the sample size is enlarged.

Conclusion
This chapter has identified three reasons for Taiwanese traditional characters consisting
of fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified forms, namely stroke contraction,
consistently applied component substitution, and the elimination of traditional forms in

favour of simplified forms with a higher stroke count. The third category and the

characters containing 5%/5& in the second category suggest that stroke reduction was

not one of the aims of the Yitizi Bido. The consistent application of stroke contractions in
characters in the first category suggests an awareness of stroke reduction in Taiwanese
traditional characters, but the fact that these stroke contractions have not been applied

in other instances where they could be suggests that no effort is being made to

% Wiedenhof. pp. 380-382.
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systematically reduce the stroke count of traditional characters. These two points will be

discussed in more detail in the next chapter of this study.
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3. Analysis
In this chapter, I will further analyze the characters presented in chapter 2, with the aim
of establishing why these characters diverge from the usual situation of characters
having more strokes in their Taiwanese traditional forms than in their simplified forms,
despite stroke reduction being one of the stated goals of the Mainland simplification
programme. After the Mainland-Taiwanese split in 1949, both sides went their own way
in terms of script policy, following different ideals of how characters should be written
and consequently prescribing different standards. Thus the differences between simplified
and Taiwanese traditional characters can sometimes be traced back to decisions made in
Mainland China, and sometimes to decisions made in Taiwan. Consequently, the
perspective of this chapter will alternate between Mainland and Taiwanese script policy,
at times comparing the two and at times focusing on one of the two. I will consult
sources on simplified and Taiwanese traditional writing practices, as well as sources on
pre-simplified traditional characters to allow us to compare the situation before the
simplifications of the latter half of the twentieth century to the current situation. This
way, it is possible to identify in most cases the origin of the divergence of relevant
simplified and Taiwanese traditional characters, and the rules cementing that divergence
into place. This chapter will show that many of the relevant character forms were not
newly created in Taiwan, but existed before the 1949 split. Once again, I will discuss the
relevant characters in the three following categories: characters eliminated from the
Mainland orthographic standard as variant forms that remain as standard forms in the
Taiwanese orthographic standard, characters featuring a contracted stroke in their
Taiwanese traditional forms but not in their simplified forms, and characters featuring a

shorter component in their Taiwanese traditional forms than in their simplified forms.

Variant Characters Eliminated from the Mainland Orthographic Standard
As the previous chapter has shown, many of the characters relevant to this study were
eliminated from the Mainland Chinese orthographic standard in favour of character forms

with a higher stroke count in the Yitizi Bido in 1955. I have gone through the 1956
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version of the Yitizi Bido and counted 226 eliminated variant forms that have fewer
strokes than their equivalent maintained forms, out of a total of 1,053 eliminated forms.
These 226 eliminated forms do not all meet the criterion for inclusion in this study, since
some of them are also considered non-standard forms by the Zhéngzi Bido and since
some of the maintained forms had their stroke counts reduced by the Mainland
simplifications that came after the Yitizi Bido, but they clearly show that stroke count was

not the primary criterion for elimination.

This begs the question, if not on stroke count, then on what did the compilers of the Yitizi
Bido base their decisions to maintain certain forms and eliminate other forms? The

principles of selection underlying the 1955 elimination of variant forms are given by Shan

Shi |G as follows: out of the possible forms, the character forms that are maintained 1)

have existing (printing) moulds, 2) if moulds exist for multiple variant forms, are the
forms that are most common in general use, 3) if the frequency of use is comparable,
are the characters with the broader range of meaning, and 4) as much as possible, are
characters with a left-right structure (as opposed to a top-bottom structure).®® Evidently,
stroke count is not included in these principles, which explains why forms were

eliminated that have fewer strokes than their maintained equivalent forms.

The selection criteria above include frequency of use, so the question arises: are the
forms in list 6 on pages 37-39 actually in use in Taiwan, or are they obscure forms that
the Taiwanese script authorities have not formally eliminated through standardization?
Indeed, Ping Chen describes the eliminated forms as “mostly variants with the highest
number of strokes and rare or obsolete forms”.6! However, a close examination of our
sources shows that many of the eliminated forms are neither rare nor obsolete, at least

not in the Taiwanese traditional orthographic standard. Of the forms eliminated from the

80 Shan Shi LI . Di Y7 PT Yitizi Zhéngli Bidio 3 — it T A F IR, in 1B XEIK Yuwén Jianshe, 2001.3, p. 49.
61 Chen. p. 154.
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Mainland orthographic standard in 1955, two are even common enough to make it into

the Far East Dictionary, namely ;2 (fan, ‘to spread’) and 4 (mi/bi, ‘secret’).

Furthermore, table 11 below shows that out of the 54 characters given in list 6 on pages
37-39, some 40 are in at least a moderate degree of use according to the Zhéngzi Bido,
meaning that they neither consist of more strokes than the maintained form, nor are rare
or obsolete. In fact, in some cases the eliminated form is a standard traditional character
which has a meaning that does not completely overlap with the form deemed to be its
standard form in the Yitizi Bido, and in other cases the view on which form is the

standard form and which is the variant form is reversed in Taiwanese traditional sources.

For example, while the form §E (y&n, ‘mole’) is listed as a standard form in the Zhéngzi

Bido and in the Guémin Zidi&n, these two sources both list the form &, which is the form

selected as the standard by the Yitizi Bido, as a variant form. This demonstrates that
some of the forms that were eliminated while having fewer strokes than the maintained
characters are actually in common use, and presumably were so too when the Yitizi Bido
was published, and could therefore justifiably have been selected for continued use at the
expense of other forms with more strokes, if stroke count had been one of the criteria

employed by the compilers.

Category Number of listings
Frequently used characters (&% F=F) 10

Less frequently used characters CR&E FH=F) 30

Rarely used characters (£ ) 12

Newly added standard characters (Fi&1F =) 1

Not listed as a standard form in the Zhéngzi Bido 1

Total 54

Table 11: frequency of use of characters in list 6 according to the Zhéngzi Bido

As mentioned in chapter 2, this study focusses on standard character forms. Therefore, it

is important to understand the Taiwanese position on which forms are to be considered
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standard forms, so that we can understand why not all of the forms with fewer strokes
that were eliminated in Mainland China by the Yitizi Bido are listed as standard forms in
our Taiwanese traditional sources and included in this study. Like the Mainland
authorities in 1955, the Taiwanese script authorities have also standardized character
forms, namely in the Chdngyong Gudzi Bidozhiin Ziti Bido ‘& F B FAEAEEFEZL (List of
Commonly Used Standard Character Forms), published in 1979. However, the Taiwanese
script authorities use a stricter definition of what is considered a variant form than the

Mainland authorities, given as follows in the Gudzi Bidozhiin Ziti Yadnding Yudnzé B

HeFHEIHETIE R (Principles of Research and Designation of Standard Character Forms,

hereafter: Gudzi Yuanzé):

“FiRoAERREINERENE > BT REE L] . "

“If a character has multiple graphical forms and the pronunciations and meanings

are indistinguishable, select one [of them] as the standard form [...].”

i

“FHEE > HEEEMS RS - TR, 1 SRS EE - IR
[.]1o "

“If a character has multiple forms, and their meanings were the same in ancient
times but are different now, all of them are collected [as standard forms]. [...]
Those that were different in ancient times but are the same now, are also all

collected [...].”

62 78ng Rongfén 32 &4} (author) & Jidoyubu Gudyl Tuixing Wéiyuanhui H B ZBEEZEHETEZE € (ed.). Gudzi
Bidozhtin Ziti Ydnding Yudnzé [ HE % 2T R AN, 1997, Quéding Bidozhiin Ziti ZhT Yudnzé FEE 2 # pd
2 J& 8, 1, https://language.moe.gov.tw/001/upload/files/site_content/m0001/biau/t00-8.htm?open. All

translations of this source are my own.
83 Ibid. 2.
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Conversely, the Yitizi Bido includes forms that have overlapping, but not identical,

pronunciations and meanings among its eliminated variant forms. These differing

definitions of what counts as a variant form have caused fewer characters to be

eliminated from the Taiwanese orthographic standard than from the Mainland standard,

and are the reason why the forms in list 6 in chapter 2 are considered standard forms in

Taiwanese traditional script, but were eliminated in Mainland China.

Contraction-type Characters

Lists 1 through 3 in chapter 2 contain characters that, compared to their simplified

equivalent forms, have fewer strokes due to the contraction of two strokes into one. In

order to find out whether these contracted forms are characters newly created at some

point after the Mainland-Taiwanese split or character forms that predate the split, I have

consulted the Zhonghud Da Zididn F = K58, a two-volume early Republican dictionary

published in 1915. Looking up some of the more common characters in lists 1 through 3

reveals that all three types of contraction are present in this dictionary, though the

contractions are not always consistently applied.

Pinyin Character in the Zhonghua Da Zidian
liv NP
/JIL (9)
yu =
B )
yo
Hﬁ (11)
chong
7T 6 v
chong D »
I @) )
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xie ﬁl] 8)

v ﬁél] (11)

il
xan i ﬂﬁn
i

zhi ﬁ ©)

zhi

g@ (15)

zhi *ﬁ(n)
&

Table 12: selected contraction-type characters in the Zhonghua Da Zidian

As can be seen in table 12 above, characters containing the component * 2= /25" are not
consistently given with the same form of the component, with some characters’ stroke
count indicating the use of the three-stroke version and others indicating the use of the
four-stroke version. However, all characters of this type visually appear to contain the
same component, so that it is impossible to tell by looking at the character whether it is

considered to be written with the three- or the four-stroke component. Characters

containing /%] and £7/%% are the opposite; they are consistently given with the stroke

counts belonging with their contracted versions, but the characters do not always visually
conform to the contracted forms that they need to have to correspond to their listed

stroke count, nor are components that should have the same stroke count written

identically to each other. For example, in the table above, ffl (yu, ‘imperial’) clearly uses

the contracted component ‘ﬁ’, whereas iH] (xié, ‘to unload’) does not appear to, and the

character % visibly contains the contracted component ‘Q’, without the small upwards
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triangle that indicates the end of a horizontal typeface stroke at the top-right of the

character, whereas £{ does have this triangle, and extends this horizontal stroke beyond

the top of the left-falling stroke which it should be contracted with in order to make a
nine-stroke character. Thus we see inconsistencies both in the stroke counts and in the
depictions of contraction-type characters in the source material predating the

simplifications of the twentieth century.

While these inconsistencies exist in pre-simplified traditional sources, we have seen in
chapter 2 that the standards for contemporary traditional characters of the types
discussed in this study are actually very consistent, especially when we exclude the
Gudémin Zidian (1974) and only consider the consistency between and within the Far East
Dictionary and the Zhéngzi Bido, the more recent sources consulted for this study. The

origin of this consistency can at least partially be traced back to the Gudzi Yuanzé, which

contains a set of 40 general rules (tongzé #HRI]) and 120 specific rules (fénzé 47HI|) on

how to correctly write Taiwanese traditional characters according to the Taiwanese
Ministry of Education, published in 1997. These principles describe and sanction many of
the writing practices discussed in this study. While the aim of Mainland Chinese character
authorities was and is primarily to make characters easier to write, for which it may be
desirable to change the form of a character, Taiwanese character-writing principles

instead aim to preserve their original structures:

“FZRE EEEEZERE > ARG ET 2R,

“As for the way of writing characters, regardless of the strokes being more or

fewer, [we] strive to conform to the principles of character creation.”

% Ibid. 3.
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N2 mss o HELSIRE  AlT LUER . "

“Whenever the ancient and modern components of characters have been

conflated, they are distinguished.”

The first of these two quotes shows that the goal of the rules in the Gudzi Yuanzé is not
to reduce the stroke counts of characters, but to make them structurally conform to their
original forms. The second states the intention to differentiate contemporary character
components in cases where distinct ancient components might otherwise be written as
one identical component. The following sections of this chapter will discuss how these
principles of adhering to the original forms of characters and differentiating components
with different ancient forms cause many of the instances of Taiwanese traditional
characters having fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified forms due to stroke
contraction or component substitution.

——mzmatam

<EA>

12 ﬂféﬁ? L& (KR 7)) » REEMHBE
=% HEEANER -

> — %

B | RIEA S o MEBITF - T
m B
Fl 1L

HHHERNEDFTERAR

General rule 12: “all "Z=’ components are written with a ‘.’ stroke, [so that the
component] has three strokes in total, with the first stroke not being a * + ’ stroke.”

In the case of ‘*Z</2Zx’, the consequence of this aim is that the component *Z="’ is written

with three strokes to match its seal script form, which also features an uninterrupted

flowing stroke through the horizontal stroke of the component (see general rule 12). This

% Ibid. 4.
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also explains why the same stroke-saving contraction is not applied to other components

in which it could theoretically be applied, such as in characters containing ‘% ’: the

contracted form is not used in order to reduce the stroke count, but to structurally
correspond to the ancient form of the character. Therefore, characters of which the
ancient form does not feature a single stroke that crosses a horizontal stroke will not use
a contracted stroke in the same place in their contemporary Taiwanese form. While in
previous times the traditional standard on ‘2 /2=’ seems to have been flexible, judging
by the Zzhonghua Da Zidian, the Gudzi Yuanzé makes the official Taiwanese traditional
standard clear, even if people’s actual writing habits may continue to display variation in
this regard. However, while the application of the contracted component 2z’ to all
Taiwanese traditional characters that contain it is consistent, the underlying principle of
writing characters containing a single stroke that crosses a horizontal stroke in their seal
script forms with a single contracted stroke in the same place in their Taiwanese

traditional forms is not applied consistently. For example, characters containing ‘%’

contain ‘§’ in their seal script forms, a component of which the relevant part is identical

to the component ‘é’, but are nonetheless written without such a contracted stroke, as

can be seen in table 13.

Pinyin Taiwanese traditional form | Seal script form
chong

o3t

lid 5ﬁ it{t t
hai Z 'W

S
~5
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xuan Z

%

Table 13: selected characters containing *2=', ‘%’ or “Z" in the Shudwén Jiézi £ 3 fi

B
%{J}l

<43 HIl>
79. L8 FEESCHE | MIET o (EZESERE
ofE—E8k - Bl > JMESE -

A

EE% B L EEMEAL o MPIE o PR - T

e Bk ki
4

o gy e

# K 9 BEHTERC o

Specific rule 79: “although the character ] features the component ‘1t " in its seal script

form, the final stroke in the left-hand component is written as 'L ’, since it is more
aesthetically pleasing, and more convenient to write.”

As for Taiwanese traditional characters containing ‘#]’, a decision is in effect made in

specific rule 79 to use a form that more closely resembles the form used in the seal script

version of the character #] instead of using the standard form of the component ‘[’ as it
is written in standard script (kdishd f42). This choice is made “Ff#cEE, JMEEE",

“since it is more aesthetically pleasing, and more convenient to write”. However, while

this contraction is consistently applied to all characters containing ‘#!’, it could be more
widely applied to all characters containing the component ‘]E’, since the motives of

aesthetic quality and convenience of writing are equally applicable to those other

% The Shuéweén Jiézi forms given in this chapter can be found in the Hanyi Da Zididn JEZE K S BE.
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characters. I have discussed in chapter 2 how characters containing ‘[lt’ such as %t and

Lt despite being written with the contracted component ‘[E in some older dictionaries,

are written with the four-stroke version of the component in contemporary sources.

Furthermore, there are other characters containing ‘1E’ that are not written with the

three-stroke version of the component in any of the sources that I have consulted, such

as the character [, (wdi, ‘martial’), despite the seal script component lll being identical

in all of these characters, as can be seen in table 14.

Pinyin xie

chai

Taiwanese fED

traditional form

||

b
S

Seal script form

);E:b
U

114N

0

Table 14: selected characters containing ‘1E’ in the Shuowén Jiézi

<EAl>
39, FLALERL NV Rl (L AN
) ZIBZFEEA R o BiE KRB HE
AR -

:\j _X(EV)

B RS - SATIRGRART % - 7

%_Xuxx)

I LTEERRA - S ATIRA PR o 7

ESS A IR S U —

<ERAl>
2839,

Bua = e

M g7 _}7;‘:_ 4’"52 éﬁ g

2
4

BHHEERTER R

General rule 39: “the way of writing characters containing ‘&’and ‘&'is distinct. In the
former the final right-falling stroke does not stick out, in the latter it does stick out.”
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— TR —— R E AR

<SRl <SRl

108. LB AR EfE LB R LOT > 5% 111, LMY s M - fE—R TR -
E LT o 80 LB 5 JETE - SRR - i TSR - B AR
W2 > LT BEMIE -
& |
ST LB o MR < 7 I I L —EReR - MMSE - T
BL: 71 rrrreeera ML o o H W A

B G

Specific rules 108 and 111. The rules themselves are not relevant to this study, only the
example characters.

The distinction between ‘£{’ and ‘£’ is not specifically mentioned in the character-writing

rules of the Gudzi Yuanzé, though it is clear from comparing the forms presented in

general rule 39 to the forms presented in specific rules 108 and 111 that the distinction

between the components ‘&’ and ‘)L[’ is made. General rule 39 deals with a different

distinction, namely between the components 51 and ‘ﬁ’, the distinction being the slight

extension to the left of the final stroke in the latter component, whereby the character £{

is given as an example of a character containing the latter component. The other
examples given all feature the component at the bottom of the character, a position in
which it is written with the same three strokes in its simplified form. Only when featured
in the right-hand side of a character does the difference in stroke count occur that causes
this type of character to have fewer strokes in its Taiwanese traditional form than in its

simplified form. Comparing the rules in question shows that the distinction between the

three-stroke component ﬁZ and the four-stroke component N stems from the different
seal script components from which they are derived; the former is written as ‘Je, in seal
script, while the latter is written as ‘§’, as can be seen in the examples in table 15. In the

Shuowén Jiézi, the component ‘{j’ only appears in the bottom of characters, in characters

containing ‘£{’, and in the character TT (4, chudn, *error’), which does not feature the
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relevant component in standard script. This explains why there are not more Taiwanese

traditional characters containing the contracted component ‘ﬁ’ that meet the criterion of

inclusion in this study.

Pinyin bai méi

zhi zhi
Tai
trZIZIVi?iEEZT form :Z[:\‘& g\géﬁ E\Q *&

Seal script form

Table 15: selected characters containing & or ¥ in the Shuowén Jiézi

Component-substitution-type Characters
Lists 4 and 5 in chapter 2 contain characters that in their Taiwanese traditional forms
have fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified forms due to the substitution of a

component with a component with fewer strokes. We have already seen that the form 5&
was eliminated from the Mainland Chinese orthographic standard in favour of 5& in 1955,

despite the former being considered the standard form in the Xinhua Zididn and in the

Zhénghué Da Zididn (see table 16), and that in simplified dictionaries ‘58’ is the form

consistently used as a component in other characters, whereas ‘5&’ is used in Taiwanese

traditional characters. We have also seen that in pre-simplified traditional forms both the

component ‘5&’ and the component ‘g&’ are used, which can also be seen in table 16.

Furthermore, a close look at the forms ##/#& (gi&ng, ‘swaddling clothes’) and i/ 5%

(jiang, ‘starch’) in the Xinhud Zidian and in the Zhonghua Da Zidian, shows that in both

cases the two dictionaries use different versions of the component ‘58/5&’ (though the

Xinhud Zididn gives versions using both components for fi#/#2), suggesting that the use

of these two components was somewhat interchangeable in pre-simplified traditional

script, rather than each of the two components being consistently used in specific
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different characters. Although the standardization of simplified characters containing ‘5&/

53’ to all use the component ‘53’ is not specified in the 1955 elimination of variant forms

or in any of the simplification schemes of 1956, 1964, 1977, or 1986, the forms given in

simplified dictionaries show this to be the case.

jiang, giang

Pinyin Character in the Zhonghua Da Zidian | Image
giang,

jiang, qidng 5‘ (11)

giang,

[
gE (12, popular form)

;ﬁzf:t
t (14, radical+9)

giang Eﬁ (radical+11) ?j’?
‘v

jiang il:’gi (18, radical+12)

da % (radical+4) ﬂ

zhéu ﬁ

Table 16: selected component-substitution-type characters in the Zhonghua Da Zidian

— A F 2R F R

an:
89, L=

FEX  MYPE (FV)ET T

fE LT > RN EE - B B Bk

R -

7

=
Ly

B3 LR o FAZIMERETAE - Mih
B

= = % & = & o
—~ OO B

A S0 BB AFERE e

Specific rule 82: “the seal script
form of the character & features
the components '‘H’ and ‘&', in
which the lower component is
written as ‘t’. The ') ’ stroke
must stick out, and [the
component] is written differently
from ‘B".”
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Table 16 shows that the use of the T}’ component or the *f}’ component in characters
containing /% (d4, ‘poison’), like the use of ‘58/5&’, is also inconsistent. Although the
exact stroke count of the character & in the Zhonghud Da Zidi&n is unclear, since the
£}’ component is the radical and since the ‘1’ and the ‘B}’ components are considered

to be the same radical in the dictionary’s index, it is evident that the character & is

==
written with two ' + ’ strokes, while the character fie (zhdu, ‘stone roller’) is instead

written with a single vertical stroke. However, despite visually conforming to a thirteen-

= 4
stroke character, the character fize is listed as a fourteen-stroke character, so that just as
with the contraction-type characters discussed above, the graphic form of certain
characters does not correspond to the stroke count under which they are listed, nor are

character components that we would expect to be written identically always uniform

across the characters in which they appear. Unlike 58/5%&, 3/% is not listed in the Yitizi

Bido. Instead, the origin of the difference between the Mainland and Taiwanese ways of
writing the character can once again be found in the Gudzi Yuanzé. Specific rule 82

explains that the seal script forms of “t§’ and ‘f}’ are distinct, and that, unlike in the

=
character ﬁfﬂ in table 16, the central left-falling stroke in ‘&’ should be extended below

the lowest stroke that it crosses. Table 17 shows that the distinction between the seal

script forms of “t#’ and “£}’ corresponds to the distinction in their contemporary forms,

namely that ‘8’ has a single long stroke where ‘£’ has two shorter strokes. Due to the

rotation of these components in standard script compared to seal script, the strokes in
question are horizontal in seal script, but vertical in standard script. Thus, characters of
this type are in line with the aim of the Gudzi Yuanzé by corresponding structurally to

their ancient forms.
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Pinyin wu du m méi
Taiwanese == N Y —
traditional form 1 2 [: N E\ [:
Seal script form U

67

L B

Table 17: selected characters containing

or ‘£t in the Shudowén Jiézi

Conclusion
A close examination of character forms in the Zhonghua Da Zidian has revealed that the
types of stroke contraction and component substitution that cause part of the Taiwanese
traditional characters in this study to have fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified
forms are all present in the pre-simplified traditional script, though they were not as
consistently applied as they are now. Both the Mainland Chinese authorities and the
Taiwanese authorities have made efforts to standardize the way in which characters are
written, and the different standards propagated by these different authorities are the
direct cause of the differences between simplified and Taiwanese traditional characters.
The PRC's simplification programme aimed to reduce the stroke count of characters,
though as mentioned previously, this was not one of the criteria employed in the 1955
elimination of variant forms, and to reduce the number of characters in use, both by
replacing characters with homonyms and by eliminating variant forms. While the
retracted Second Simplification Scheme had attempted to prescribe many newly created
character forms, the First Scheme mostly made use of forms that were already popular
outside of formal situations. There is a contradiction in the approaches of the First and
Second Schemes, since one cannot both make the official standard conform to
preexisting popular writing practices and cause the official standard to diverge from
popular writing practices by instituting newly created simplified forms. With the retraction

of the Second Scheme and the lack of any further simplifications, the PRC in effect took

57 The Hanyti Da Zididn gives this form with a ‘ﬁ’ component, that is with two strokes in place of one, despite
indicating that it is made up of a component with a single stroke in place of the two strokes, but the form
actually listed in the Shuéweén Jiézi is as given here.
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an adaptive approach to script reform, and gave up on prescriptive simplification. In
contrast, the Taiwanese authorities have based their rules for character writing on
ancient writing practices, in several cases going back to the seal script of the Shuowén
Jiézi to determine the proper components and strokes of contemporary characters, so
that their efforts can be seen as representing a conservative or even an originalist
approach. That being said, both the Mainland and the Taiwanese approaches are not free
from inconsistencies. The examples given in this chapter show that the Taiwanese

principle of writing components according to their seal script structure has not been

applied to characters containing ‘%’ or to all characters containing ‘[[’, even though it

certainly could be. Of course, there are inconsistencies in the way in which simplified
characters are written too. For example, certain traditional components have been
replaced with simplified components when they appear in certain positions in characters,

but not when they appear in other positions. The component ‘=, for instance, is written

as 'l ' when it appears in the left-hand side of a character, but not when it appears in

the right-hand side or in the lower half of a character, causing a single traditional

component to split into two simplified components.

The presence of the types of stroke contraction and component substitution discussed in
this study in the Xinhua Zidian and the Zhonghud Da Zidian shows that Taiwanese
traditional characters containing these contractions and substitutions are not new
creations of the Taiwanese script authorities or script users. Rather, the previously
inconsistent ways of writing these characters in pre-simplified traditional script were
standardized according to a different standard than the one used in the PRC. The rules in

the Gudzi Yuanzé have shown that the stroke contractions discussed in this study and the

substitution of the “£}’ component with the “f#’ component in characters containing ‘&
&' are conscious choices for the Taiwanese traditional script, and that the elimination of

‘5’ in favour of ‘5&’ was a conscious choice for the simplified script. However, further
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research is needed to determine if the Mainland script authorities consciously took as the
starting point of their simplification programme forms that were already not the shortest
way of writing the characters that they represent, and to determine if Taiwanese script

authorities made a conscious decision to uniformly use ‘5&’ in all characters that contain

"5/ 58
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Epilogue
This study has demonstrated that some Taiwanese traditional characters paradoxically
have fewer strokes than their equivalent simplified forms. The three categories of such
characters are: 1) characters in which two strokes are contracted into one stroke only in
their Taiwanese traditional forms, 2) characters in which a component is substituted for a
component with fewer strokes only in their Taiwanese traditional forms, and 3)
characters that were eliminated from the Mainland Chinese orthographic standard as
variant forms of characters made up of more strokes, but that are considered standard
characters in Taiwanese traditional script. The relevant characters in these categories can
variously be explained by rules in the Taiwanese Gudzi Yuanzé and by the eliminated
forms in the Mainland Yitizi Bido, and characters in all of these categories can be found in
dictionaries that predate the Mainland-Taiwanese orthographic split. The Taiwanese
authorities use a stricter definition of what forms count as variant forms, namely only
forms that are indistinguishable in both pronunciation and meaning, so that more forms
were maintained than in Mainland China, including forms that have fewer strokes than
the forms with which they were replaced in the PRC. Furthermore, unlike simplified
characters, Taiwanese traditional characters are preferably made to structurally conform
to their seal scrip forms in the Shuowén Jiézi. In some cases this means that strokes are
contracted or components are replaced with components with a lower stroke count,
leaving certain Taiwanese traditional characters with lower stroke counts than their

equivalent simplified forms.

The Mainland Chinese simplification drive resulted in a substantial change to the
appearances and structures of many standard-form characters, giving rise to a new
simplified orthographic standard and causing a split between simplified characters and
the traditional characters used in other parts of the Sinosphere such as Taiwan and Hong
Kong. However, the initial plan of having multiple waves of simplifications, thereby
further reducing the number of characters in use and reducing the stroke count of all
commonly used characters to no more than ten strokes, was ultimately abandoned.
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Ironically, the adherence to the character forms as specified in the final official character
scheme of 1986 and the absence of incorporation of further stroke-saving contractions or
substitutions mean that the Mainland orthographic standard is in effect a conservative
standard, albeit one that conserves a standard that was set only a few decades ago. The
stroke-saving contractions and substitutions discussed in this study certainly could be
applied to simplified characters, and applying them consistently to all simplified
characters that contain the relevant components, disregarding the originalist ideal of
conforming to ancient character structures, would avoid the inconsistencies present in
Taiwanese traditional script and satisfy the desire for conformity and simplicity in
simplified script. The shunning of even minor stroke-saving changes that have already
proven themselves to be unproblematic in Taiwanese traditional characters clearly shows
that the Mainland script authorities have given up on their original vision for character

simplification.

An alternative to another major simplification could be to unfreeze the orthographic
standard and allow for minor simplifications to be instituted by the authorities when
appropriate. This would be similar in principle to the spelling revisions periodically issued
for other languages, such as those issued by the Dutch Instituut voor de Nederlandse
Taal. This would allow for the adoption of stroke-saving contractions and substitutions
such as are described in this study, and for the gradual formalization of any future
changes in simplified script users’ writing habits, thereby bringing simplified orthographic
policy in line with its initial ideology of adapting the script to the way in which people
actually write characters. Another alternative would be to take a more liberal approach to
character-writing standards, allowing minor distinctions such as the stroke-contractions
discussed in this study to be written or to not be written depending on the preference of
the writer in question. In practice, this is already what happens and what has happened

for millennia in informal contexts, with few negative consequences.
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On balance, the characters discussed in this study do not support the notion of character
simplification being an evolutionary process, for a number of reasons. As discussed
above, they are generally not newly created forms, and their fewer-stroke forms are
often justified by their structural correspondence to their ancient forms. Furthermore,
these characters meet the criterion of inclusion in this study due to conscious decisions
by script authorities about how characters should be written, not due to organic changes
in writing practices by script users en masse, and there is at present no indication of
ongoing changes to simplified or Taiwanese traditional characters. Finally, both
simplification and standardization, which by necessity depends on a central authority
overruling and ruling over people’s writing practices, have always at least in part been
motivated by political or ideological concerns, and were never solely the consequence of
factors innate to characters themselves, but always a consequence of human agency.
The recurrence of the seal script forms in the Shuowén Jiézi as bases for Taiwanese
traditional character components and the recurrence of the same forms over and over
again both in simplified and in traditional script suggest not a linear process of progress
towards ever simpler forms, but a circular deliberation on which preexisting forms should

be considered standard forms, and which should not.
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